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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application is requested in view of the above 
amendments and the following remarks. Claims 1-5 are hereby amended. Claims 12 and 13 are 
new. 

Amendment of claim 1 is supported by the subject matter of claims 2 and 4. Claim 2 is 
rewritten in independent form. Further amendment of claim 2 is supported by the subject matter 
of claim 5. Claim 4 is amended editorially. Claim 5 is amended to correct dependency. New 
claim 12 is supported, for example, by Figure I. New claim 13 corresponds to the subject matter 
of claim 3, depending from claim 1. 

Claims 1-3, 5, and 10 were rejected as being unpatentable over Applicants Admitted 
Prior Art (AAPA) in view of Naohisa (JP 07-334455). Applicants traverse this rejection, Claim 
1 is amended to include the allowed subject matter of claim 4. Therefore, the rejection is moot 
for claim 1 . With respect to claim 2, Naohisa does not suggest a bus control device including an 
external interface connected to an external device, where the external device sets a frequency for 
confirming a result of an arbitration performed by a bus arbiter, so that a priority processing 
interval managing part sets a priority processing interval, as required by claim 2. In the device of 
claim 2, the priority processing interval is set in accordance with the frequency of access to a 
local memory by the external device (for example, a CPU). In an example where the external 
device or CPU transfers data to the local memory often, such as would be required in a drawing 
command, the frequency at which the arbitration result is confirmed is increased. The claimed 
configuration, therefore, prevents a decrease in the processing speed of the external device (i.e. 
CPU), 

In contrast, Naohisa teaches that a local bus arbitrating section (12) allows a new use of a 
local bus (4) only when all possible request sources are not using or requesting to use the local 
bus (4). See paragraph 44, Naohisa does not suggest how often the local bus (4) usage is 
confirmed. 
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The rejection relies on the system bus controller section (10), setting-out register (22), 
counter (13), comparator (23), and inhibition flag generation part (14) disclosed in Figure 3 of 
Naohisa to teach the priority processing interval managing part required by claim 2. Applicants 
disagree with this view. Even though the CPU (5, rejection equates to the external device) sets a 
value of the setting-out register (22), more speci fically a value of the setting counter value (25), 
the setting counter value (25) merely provides a count down value until a prohibition flag is 
rendered insignificant (see paragraph 56). The CPU (5) m erely sets a period of time during 
which terminal modules (2a-n) are prohibited from using the local bus (4). Naohisa does not 
suggest that the CPU (5) is able to set a frequency of usage confirmation of the local bus (4) by 
all possible request origins. 

Favorable reconsideration of claims 1-3, 5, and 10 is requested. 

In view of the above, favorable reconsideration in the form of a notice of allowance is 
requested. Any questions regarding this communication can be directed to the undersigned 
attorney, Douglas P. Mueller, Reg. No. 30,300, at (612)455-3804. 



Dated: December X^-r 2005 




DouelairP. Mueller 
Re^fNo.: 30,300 
Harare, Schumann, Mueller & Larson, P.C 
225 South Sixth Street 
Suite 2650 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 
612.455.3800 
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